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DETAILED ACTION 
Election/Restrictions 

1 . Applicant's election without traverse of Species V in the reply filed on 1 5 June 
2006 is acknowledged. 

2. Claims 1 1 , 13-28, 34-48, and 54-58 are withdrawn from further consideration 
pursuant to 37 CFR 1.142(b) as being drawn to a nonelected species, there being no 
allowable generic or linking claim. Election was made without traverse in the reply filed 
on 1 7 March 2006. 

Specification 

3. The specification is objected to as failing to provide proper antecedent basis for 
the claimed subject matter. See 37 CFR 1.75(d)(1) and MPEP § 608.01 (o). Correction 
of the following is required: Specifically, recitation in Claim 49 of an "insulating layer 
insulating said conductive insert from said conductive base plate" lacks antecedent 
basis in the specification. 

Claim Objections 

4. Claim 12 objected to under 37 CFR 1.75(c), as being of improper dependent 
form for failing to further limit the subject matter of a previous claim. Applicant is 
required to cancel the claim(s), or amend the claim(s) to place the claim(s) in proper 
dependent form, or rewrite the claim(s) in independent form. Specifically, Claim 1 
already recites "a supply of process gas for furnishing to said gas distribution devices a 
process gas" in Lines 18-19, so the recitation in dependent Claim 12 of "a gas supply 
containing said process gas" appears to fail to further limit independent Claim 1 . 
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5. Claims 50 and 51 are objected to because of the following informalities: it 

appears that Line 5 of Claim 50 should be corrected to read "lift pin assembly and said 
conductive wafer support plate " Claim 51 is objected to due to its dependence on 
Claim 50. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

6. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

7. Claims 49-51 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Specifically, the terms "high dielectric filler" and "high breakdown voltage" in 
claims 49-51 are relative terms which render the claims indefinite. The terms "high 
dielectric filler" and "high breakdown voltage" are not defined by the claims, the 
specification does not provide standards for ascertaining the requisite degrees, and one 
of ordinary skill in the art would not be reasonably apprised of the scope of the 
invention. For the purposes of the following examination on the merits, "a high dielectric 
filler having a high breakdown voltage" has been interpreted as referring to a dielectric 
material. Clarification and/or correction are required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

8. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
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A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

9. Claims 1-10, 12, and 29-33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by U.S. Patent 5,571,366 to Ishii et al. 

In regards to Claims 1-10, 12, and 29-33, Ishii et al. teaches a inductively 
coupled plasma apparatus (Figure 1), comprising an enclosure 2 comprising a sidewall, 
a base, and a ceiling and defining a chamber; a workpiece support pedestal 4 within the 
chamber having a workpiece support surface facing said ceiling and defining a process 
region extending generally across said wafer support pedestal; a gas distribution 
apparatus 20 comprising plural devices {holes 23) near the ceiling of the enclosure, as 
broadly recited in the claims; a gas supply 27a, 27b containing the process gas (Column 
6, Lines 10-11); an inductively coupled source power applicator 6 comprising at least a 
coiled conductor having an axis of symmetry coinciding with an axis of symmetry of the 
workpiece support pedestal (Figure 1; Column 4, Lines 24-25); an RF plasma source 
power generator 7 coupled to said inductively coupled source power applicator for 
inductively coupling RF source power into said process zone; and an RF bias generator 
19 having an RF bias frequency of about 2 MHz (Column 5, Lines 56-58) coupled to a 
workpiece support pedestal 4. (Figure 1; Column 4, Line 15 - Column 6, Line 16) 

It has been held that a claim containing a "recitation with respect to the manner in 
which a claimed apparatus is intended to be employed does not differentiate the 
claimed apparatus from a prior art apparatus" if the prior art apparatus teaches all the 



Application/Control Number: 10/646,528 Page 5 

Art Unit: 1763 

structural limitations of the claim. Ex parte Masham, 2 USPQ2d 1647 (Bd. Pat. App. & 
Inter. 1987) 

In this case, the plasma reactor taught by Ishii et al. includes all of the structural 
limitations of Claims 1-10, 12, and 29-33, and would be structurally capable of 
performing plasma immersion ion implantation, based on the process settings. The gas 
distribution apparatus taught by Ishii et al. would be inherently capable of introducing 
process gas containing a species to be ion implanted into a layer of the workpiece. The 
RF bias with a frequency of about 2 MHz coupled to the workpiece support pedestal 
taught by Ishii et al. would inherently meet the limitations of Claims 2-4 and 29-33, 
including that the RF bias power generator can control a sheath voltage across a 
plasma sheath overlying the workpiece support pedestal, depending on the other 
process settings of the plasma reactor. Moreover, the frequency of about 2 MHz meets 
the limitations recited in Claims 5-8. The bias voltage would be capable of 
corresponding to an implantation depth to which a species is to be implanted into a 
layer, again based on the other process settings, if the apparatus taught by Ishii et al. 
were used for the recited intended use of plasma immersion ion implantation. 

This rejection is based on the fact the apparatus structure taught above has the 
inherent structural capability of being used in the manner intended by the Applicant. 
When a rejection is based on inherency, a rejection under 35 U.S.C. 102 or U.S.C. 103 
is appropriate. (See In re Fitzgerald 205 USPQ 594 or MPEP 21 12). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

10. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

11. Claims 49 and 50 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Ishii et al. in view of U.S. Patent 5,542,559 ('559) to Kawakami et al. (from 
Applicant's IDS) and U.S. Patent Application Publication 2002/0036881 to 
Shamouilian et al. 

The teachings of Ishii et al. were discussed above. 

Ishii et al. teaches that the workpiece support pedestal comprises a conductive 
wafer support plate 13; a grounded conductive base plate (bottom of chamber 2), as 
broadly recited in the claim, forming at least a void between said support and base 
plates; and a dielectric filler material 3 {ceramic) filling the void between the support and 
base plates. (Figure 1; Column 4, Lines 15-21 and Column 5, Lines 31-42) 

Ishii et al. does not expressly teach that the workpiece support pedestal further 
comprises a side wall around said support and base plates forming at least a void 
between said side wall and said support and base plates; and dielectric filler material 
filling said void. 

'559 to Kawakami et al. teaches a workpiece support pedestal comprising a 
conductive wafer support plate 31 (Column 5, Lines 19-20); a grounded conductive 
base plate and a side wall around said support and base plates forming at least a void 
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between said side wall and said support and base plates (conductive grounded 
component 41 forms both a base plate and side wall, as broadly recited in the c/a/m; 
Column 5, Lines 19-33); and dielectric filler material 4 filling said void (Column 5, Lines 
27-29). (Figure 1) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the wafer 
support pedestal taught by Ishii et al. to form a side wall around said support and base 
plates forming at least a void between said side wall and said support and base plates, 
and dielectric filler material filling said void, as taught by '559 to Kawakami et al., as an 
art-recognized equivalent formation of a grounded chamber wall, insulated from the 
conductive wafer support plate, (ex. '559 to Kawakami et al., Column 1 , Lines 24-28) It 
has been held that an express suggestion to substitute one equivalent component or 
process for another is not necessary to render such substitution obvious. In re Fout, 
675 F.2d 297, 213 USPQ 532 (CCPA 1982). 

The combination of Ishii et al. and '559 to Kawakami et al. does not expressly 
teach the bias power coupling structure recited in Claim 49. 

Shamouilian et al. teaches a workpiece support pedestal (Figures 6 and 8a) 
comprising a conductive insert 345 coupled to a bias power generator 145 and a 
conductive female receptacle 375 for tightly receiving said conductive insert, said 
conductive female receptacle being connected to a conductive wafer support plate 105, 
said conductive insert and conductive female receptacle extending through a base plate 
190 to the conductive wafer support plate 105, and an insulating layer 380 insulating the 
conductive insert from the base plate. (Paragraphs 27, 70, 71) 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
workpiece support pedestal taught by the combination of Ishii et al. and '559 to 
Kawakami et al. to include the bias power coupling structure as taught by Shamouilian 
et al. The motivation for making such a modification, as taught by Shamouilian et al. 
(Paragraphs 68-71 ), would have been to form a reliable connection between the bias 
power generator and the conductive wafer support plate while electrically isolating the 
power supplying member from the other components of the chuck. 

The combination of Ishii et al., '559 to Kawakami et al., and Shamouilian et al. 
just discussed does not expressly teach the lift pin assembly recited in Claim 50. 

However, Shamouilian et al. further teaches that the workpiece support pedestal 
further comprises at least one lift pin assembly (lift pins 160a, 160b) which extends 
through base plate 190 and conductive wafer support plate 105, as broadly recited in 
the claim (Figure 6), an axial void between the lift pin assembly and the conductive 
wafer support plate, and a dielectric filler material 380 within the void. (Figure 6; 
Paragraph 71) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to further modify the 
combination of Ishii et al., '559 to Kawakami et al., and Shamouilian et al. to include the 
lift pin assembly as taught by Shamouilian et al. The motivation for doing so, as taught 
by Shamouilian et al. (Paragraphs 28 and 71), would have been to provide lift pins to 
raise and lower the workpiece from the pedestal, while preventing the formation of a 
plasma glow discharge within the holes through which the lift pins extend. 
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12. Claim 51 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ishii 
et al. in view of '559 to Kawakami et al. and Shamouilian et al. as applied to Claim 
50 above, and further in view of 6,558,508 ('508) to Kawakami et al. and U.S. 
Patent Application Publication 2002/0053513 to Stimson et al. 

The teachings of Ishii et al., '559 to Kawakami et al., and Shamouilian et al. were 
discussed above. 

The combination of Ishii et al., '559 to Kawakami et al., and Shamouilian et al. 
does not expressly teach a fastening bolt as recited in Claim 51 . 

'508 to Kawakami teaches that a fastening bolt 34 is provided through all of the 
plates comprising a workpiece support pedestal 3. (Figure 2) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
workpiece support pedestal taught by the combination of Ishii et al., '559 to Kawakami 
et al., and Shamouilian et al. to provide a fastening bolt through all of the plates 
comprising the workpiece support pedestal, as taught by '508 to Kawakami et al. The 
motivation for making such a modification, as taught by '508 to Kawakami et al. 
(Column 5, Lines 59-63), would have been to make the plates comprising the workpiece 
support pedestal freely removable from one another. 

The combination of Ishii et al., '559 to Kawakami et al., Shamouilian et al., and 
'508 to Kawakami et al. does not expressly teach that a dielectric material surrounds a 
portion of the bolt within the conductive wafer support plate. 
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Stimson et al. teaches that a fastening bolt 420 that is "RF hot" should be 
partially surrounded by partially surrounded by dielectric material 422 (Figure 4; 
Paragraph 30). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to further modify the 
workpiece support pedestal taught by the combination of Ishii et al., '559 to Kawakami 
et al., Shamouilian et al., and '508 to Kawakami et al. to surround the portion of the bolt 
within the conductive wafer support plate, which bolt would be "RF hot" due to the RF 
bias power supply connected to the conductive wafer support plate, with dielectric 
material. The motivation for doing so, as taught by Stimson et al. (Paragraph 30), would 
have been to guard against electrical contact between the bolt and another conductor. 
13. Claims 52 and 53 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Ishii et al. in view of U.S. Patent 5,935,373 to Koshimizu. 

The teachings of Ishii et al. were discussed above. 

In regards to Claims 52 and 53, Ishii et al. does not expressly teach that the RF 
source power generator and the RF bias generator can comprise first and second 
pulsed RF supplies in a push-pull relationship. 

Kohsimizu teaches that an RF power source generator coupled to a source 
power applicator 112 for inductively coupling RF source power into a chamber 102 and 
an RF bias power generator connected to a workpiece support pedestal 106 can 
comprise first and second pulsed RF supplies, and that timing of the pulse of the bias 
pulse supply can be set as desired (optimally controlled). (Column 6, Line 46 - Column 
7, Line 17) 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
apparatus taught by Ishii et al. to have the RF source power generator and the RF bias 
generator can comprise first and second pulsed RF supplies, with the timing of the bias 
pulse supply being freely controllable, as taught by Koshimizu. The motivation for 
making such a modification, as taught by Koshimizu (Column 7, Lines 1-17), would 
have been to control the deposition time and ion impact time to the substrate to be 
processed and to reduce charge-up of the substrate. 

Due to the timing of the bias pulse supply being freely controllable, the apparatus 
taught by the combination of Ishii et al. and Koshimizu would be structurally capable of 
having the source pulse RF supply and the bias pulse RF supply in a push-pull 
relationship. It has been held that a claim containing a "recitation with respect to the 
manner in which a claimed apparatus is intended to be employed does not differentiate 
the claimed apparatus from a prior art apparatus" if the prior art apparatus teaches all 
the structural limitations of the claim. Ex parte Masham, 2 USPQ2d 1647 (Bd. Pat. App. 
& Inter. 1987) 

Double Patenting 

14. The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created 
doctrine grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the 
unjustified or improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent 
and to prevent possible harassment by multiple assignees. See In re Goodman, 1 1 
F.3d 1046, 29 USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re Longi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 
USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 
1982); In re Vogel, 422 F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970); and In re Thorington, 
418 F.2d 528, 163 USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1 .321 (c) may be 
used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory double 
patenting ground provided the conflicting application or patent is shown to be commonly 
owned with this application. See 37 CFR 1.130(b). 
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Effective January 1 , 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a 
terminal disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 
37 CFR 3.73(b). 

15. Claims 1-8, 10, 12, 29-33, 52, and 53 are provisionally rejected under the 
judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double patenting as being 
unpatentable over claims 1-5, 44-47, and 52-58 of copending Application No. 
10/646,467 ('467). Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not 
patentably distinct from each other because: 

The corresponding claims of '467, while reciting a method, recite all of the 
structural limitations of the instant claims, and thus render them obvious: 

Claims 1-4 and 12 are rejected over Claims 1-4 of '467. Claims 5-8 are rejection 
over Claims 55-58 of '467. Claim 10 is rejected over Claim 5 of '467. Claims 29-33 are 
rejected over Claims 52-54 of '467. Claims 52 and 53 are rejected over Claims 44-47 of 
'467. 

This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection because the 
conflicting claims have not in fact been patented. 

16. Claims 1-8, 10, 12, and 29-33 are provisionally rejected under the judicially 
created doctrine of obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable 
over claims 1 and 13-22 of copending Application No. 10/646,460 ('460). Although 
the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct from each 
other because: 

The corresponding claims of '460, recite all of the structural limitations of the 
instant claims, and thus render them obvious: 
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Claim 1 is rejected over Claim 1 of '460. Claims 2-4 are rejected over Claims 13- 
15 of '460. Claims 5-8 are rejected over Claims 19-22 of '460. Claim 12 is rejected 
over Claim 2 of '460. Claims 29-33 are rejected over Claims 16-18 of '460. 

The apparatus recited in Claim 1 of '460 is considered to be structurally capable 
of performing the intended use recited in instant Claim 10 of having the bias voltage 
correspond to an implantation depth to which a species is to be implanted in a layer, 
based on the structural features recited in Claim 1 . It has been held that a claim 
containing a "recitation with respect to the manner in which a claimed apparatus is 
intended to be employed does not differentiate the claimed apparatus from a prior art 
apparatus" if the prior art apparatus teaches all the structural limitations of the claim. Ex 
parte Masham, 2 USPQ2d 1647 (Bd. Pat. App. & Inter. 1987) 
17. Claims 52 and 53 are provisionally rejected on the ground of nonstatutory 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over Claim 1 of 
copending Application No. 10/646,460 ('460) in view of Koshimizu. 

Claim 1 of '460 was discussed above. 

In regards to Claims 52 and 53, Claim 1 of '460 does not expressly teach that the 
RF source power generator and the RF bias generator can comprise first and second 
pulsed RF supplies in a push-pull relationship. 

Kohsimizu teaches that an RF power source generator coupled to a source 
power applicator 1 12 for inductively coupling RF source power into a chamber 102 and 
an RF bias power generator connected to a workpiece support pedestal 1 06 can 
comprise first and second pulsed RF supplies, and that timing of the pulse of the bias 
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pulse supply can be set as desired (optimally controlled). (Column 6, Line 46 - Column 
7, Line 17) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
apparatus taught by Claim 1 of '460 to have the RF source power generator and the RF 
bias generator can comprise first and second pulsed RF supplies, with the timing of the 
bias pulse supply being freely controllable, as taught by Koshimizu. The motivation for 
making such a modification, as taught by Koshimizu (Column 7, Lines 1-17), would 
have been to control the deposition time and ion impact time to the substrate to be 
processed and to reduce charge-up of the substrate. 

Due to the timing of the bias pulse supply being freely controllable, the apparatus 
taught by the combination of Claim 1 of '460 and Koshimizu would be structurally 
capable of having the source pulse RF supply and the bias pulse RF supply in a push- 
pull relationship. It has been held that a claim containing a "recitation with respect to 
the manner in which a claimed apparatus is intended to be employed does not 
differentiate the claimed apparatus from a prior art apparatus" if the prior art apparatus 
teaches all the structural limitations of the claim. Ex parte Masham, 2 USPQ2d 1647 
(Bd. Pat. App. & Inter. 1987) 

This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection. 
18. Claim 9 is provisionally rejected on the ground of nonstatutory 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over Claim 1 of 
copending Application No. 10/646,467 ('467) in view of Ishii et al., or alternatively 
over Claim 1 of copending Application No. 10/646,460 ('460) in view of Ishii et al. 
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Claim 1 of each of '467 and '460 was discussed above. 

In regards to Claim 9, neither expressly teaches that the gas distribution 
apparatus comprises plural devices near any of the interior surfaces of the enclosure 
recited in the claim. 

Ishii et al. teaches a gas distribution apparatus 20 comprising plural devices 
(holes 23) near the ceiling of the enclosure 2, as broadly recited in the claims. (Figure 
1) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify either of 
Claim 1 of '467 or '460 to include a gas distribution apparatus comprising plural devices 
near the ceiling of the reactor, as taught by Ishii et al. The motivation for doing so, as 
taught by Ishii et al. (Column 6, Lines 3-6), would have been to uniformly supply gas to 
the lower processing space. 

This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection. 
19. Claims 49 and 50 are provisionally rejected on the ground of nonstatutory 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable overclaim 1 of 
copending Application No. 10/646,467 ('467) in view of '559 to Kawakami et al. and 
Shamouilian et al., or alternatively over Claim 1 of copending Application No. 
10/646,460 ('460) in view of '559 to Kawakami et al. and Shamouilian et al. 

Claim 1 of each of '467 and '460 was discussed above. 

In regards to Claim 49, neither expressly teaches the workpiece support pedestal 
recited in the claim. 
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'559 to Kawakami et al. teaches a workpiece support pedestal comprising a 
conductive wafer support plate 31 (Column 5, Lines 1 9-20); a grounded conductive 
base plate and a side wall around said support and base plates forming at least a void 
between said side wall and said support and base plates and a void between said 
support and base plates (conductive grounded component 41 forms both a base plate 
and side wall, as broadly recited in the claim; Column 5, Lines 19-33); and dielectric 
filler material 4 filling said void (Column 5, Lines 27-29). (Figure 1 ) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to replace the 
workpiece support pedestal taught by Claim 1 of '467 or '460 with the workpiece support 
pedestal taught by '559 to Kawakami et al. The motivation for doing so, as taught by 
Kawakami et al. (Column 3, Lines 15-25), would have been to use a workpiece support 
pedestal capable of suppressing the generation of a residual electric charge to prevent 
any damage or breakage of the workpiece to be treated. 

The combination of Claim 1 of '467 or '460 with '559 to Kawakami et al. does not 
expressly teach the bias power coupling structure recited in Claim 49. 

Shamouilian et al. teaches a workpiece support pedestal (Figures 6 and 8a) 
comprising a conductive insert 345 coupled to a bias power generator 145 and a 
conductive female receptacle 375 for tightly receiving said conductive insert, said 
conductive female receptacle being connected to a conductive wafer support plate 1 05, 
said conductive insert and conductive female receptacle extending through a base plate 
190 to the conductive wafer support plate 105, and an insulating layer 380 insulating the 
conductive insert from the base plate. (Paragraphs 27, 70, 71 ) 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
workpiece support pedestal taught by the combination of Claim 1 of '467 or '460 with 
'559 to Kawakami et al. to include the bias power coupling structure as taught by 
Shamouilian et al. The motivation for making such a modification, as taught by 
Shamouilian et al. (Paragraphs 68-71), would have been to form a reliable connection 
between the bias power generator and the conductive wafer support plate while 
electrically isolating the power supplying member from the other components of the 
chuck. 

The combination of Claim 1 of '467 or '460 with '559 to Kawakami et al. and 
Shamouilian et al. just discussed does not expressly teach the lift pin assembly recited 
in Claim 50. 

However, Shamouilian et al. further teaches that the workpiece support pedestal 
further comprises at least one lift pin assembly (lift pins 160a, 160b) which extends 
through base plate 190 and conductive wafer support plate 105, as broadly recited in 
the claim (Figure 6), an axial void between the lift pin assembly and the conductive 
wafer support plate, and a dielectric filler material 380 within the void. (Figure 6; 
Paragraph 71 ) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to further modify the 
combination of Claim 1 of '467 or '460 with '559 to Kawakami et al. and Shamouilian et 
al. to include the lift pin assembly as taught by Shamouilian et al. The motivation for 
doing so, as taught by Shamouilian et al. (Paragraphs 28 and 71 ), would have been to 
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provide lift pins to raise and lower the workpiece from the pedestal, while preventing the 
formation of a plasma glow discharge within the holes through which the lift pins extend. 

This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection. 
20. Claim 51 is provisionally rejected on the ground of nonstatutory 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over Claim 1 of 
copending Application No. 10/646,467 ('467) in view of '559 to Kawakami et al. and 
Shamouilian et al. as applied to Claim 50 above, or alternatively over Claim 1 of 
copending Application No. 10/646,460 ('460) in view of '559 to Kawakami et al. and 
Shamouilian et al. as applied to Claim 50 above, and further in view of '508 to 
Kawakami et al. and Stimson et al. 

The teachings of the combination of Claim 1 of '467 or '460 with '559 to 
Kawakami et al. and Shamouilian et al. were discussed above. 

The combination of Claim 1 of '467 or '460 with '559 to Kawakami et al. and 
Shamouilian et al. does not expressly teach a fastening bolt as recited in Claim 51 . 

'508 to Kawakami teaches that a fastening bolt 34 is provided through all of the 
plates comprising a workpiece support pedestal 3. (Figure 2) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
workpiece support pedestal taught by the combination of Claim 1 of '467 or '460 with 
'559 to Kawakami et al. and Shamouilian et al. to provide a fastening bolt through all of 
the plates comprising the workpiece support pedestal, as taught by '508 to Kawakami et 
al. The motivation for making such a modification, as taught by '508 to Kawakami et al. 
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(Column 5, Lines 59-63), would have been to make the plates comprising the workpiece 
support pedestal freely removable from one another. 

The combination of Claim 1 of '467 or '460 with '559 to Kawakami et al., 
Shamouilian et al., and '508 to Kawakami et al. does not expressly teach that a 
dielectric material surrounds a portion of the bolt within the conductive wafer support 
plate. 

Stimson et al. teaches that a fastening bolt 420 that is "RF hot" should be 
partially surrounded by partially surrounded by dielectric material 422 (Figure 4; 
Paragraph 30). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to further modify the 
workpiece support pedestal taught by the combination of Claim 1 of '467 or '460 with 
'559 to Kawakami et al., Shamouilian et al., and '508 to Kawakami et al. to surround the 
portion of the bolt within the conductive wafer support plate, which bolt would be "RF 
hot" due to the RF bias power supply connected to the conductive wafer support plate, 
with dielectric material. The motivation for doing so, as taught by Stimson et al. 
(Paragraph 30), would have been to guard against electrical contact between the bolt 
and another conductor. 

This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection. 

Conclusion 

21 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Maureen G. Arancibia whose telephone number is (571 ) 
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272- 1219. The examiner can normally be reached on core hours of 10-5, Monday- 
Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Parviz Hassanzadeh can be reached on (571) 272-1435. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 

273- 8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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